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Detailed Action 

1 . Claims 1 -26 are pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 3-9, 11-13, 21, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. All these claims use the term 'first 
user' which is not defined within the specification. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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The term "substantially" in claims 1 and 5 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term "substantially" is not defined by the claim, the specification 
does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

These claims have to be amended or withdrawn from consideration. 

Claims 1 , 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. These claims contain the word 'entity' and does not 
specify what the 'entity' is? As stated, 'entity' could be a person or a machine. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 
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Claims 24, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walker et al in view of Regazzoni. (U. S. Patent 6720990, referred to as Walker; 
'Scanning the Issue/T echnology, referred to as Regazzoni) 

Claim 24 

Walker teaches a step for observing a plurality of images (Walker, C1 :53 
through C2:4; 'receiving an image' of applicant is equivalent to 'view remote locations' of 
Walker.) 

Walker does not teach a area in which human activity is desired to be 
substantially nonexistent; a step for ascertaining whether the plurality of images reliably 
indicates the presence of a human in the area 

Regazzoni teaches of a area in which human activity is desired to be 
substantially nonexistent. (Regazzoni, p1 361, C1: 15-43; 'Human activity' of applicant is 
equivalent to 'people detection in highways' of Regazzoni.); a step for ascertaining 
whether the plurality of images reliably indicates the presence of a human in the area 
(Regazzoni, p1361, C1: 15-43; 'Plurality of images' of applicant is equivalent to 'video 
surveillances' of Regazzoni.) It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Walker by 
specifically looking for humans as taught by Regazzoni to a area in which human 
activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent; a step for ascertaining whether the 
plurality of images reliably indicates the presence of a human in the area 
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For the purpose of filtering out only humans where humans should not be 
indicates an event/image needing closer inspection. 

Walker teaches a step for alerting an entity based on the step for ascertaining. 
(Walker, C8:38-62; 'Entity to notify' of applicant is equivalent to 'the authorities' of 
Walker. Since the user does not know they could be one of many monitors and are 
under the impression they are the only one, this bypasses the 'bypasser inaction' 
syndrome.) 

Claim 25 

Walker does not teach a step for assessing an area in which human activity is 
desired to be substantially nonexistent. 

Regazzoni teaches a step for assessing an area in which human activity is 
desired to be substantially nonexistent. (Regazzoni, p1361, C1: 15-43; 'Human activity' 
of applicant is equivalent to 'people detection in highways' of Regazzoni.) It would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to modify the teachings of Walker by looking specifically for human activity as 
taught by Regazzoni to have a step for assessing an area in which human activity is 
desired to be substantially nonexistent. 

. For the purpose of filtering out only humans where humans should not be 
indicates an event/image needing closer inspection. 

Walker teaches a step for alerting an entity based on the step for assessing 
(Walker, C8:38-62; 'Entity to notify' of applicant is equivalent to 'the authorities' of 
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Walker. Since the user does not know they could be one of many monitors and are 
under the impression they are the only one, this bypasses the 'bypasser inaction' 
syndrome.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the.subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-23, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Walker and Regazzoni, as set forth above in view of Sacchi ('A 
Distributed Surveillance System for Detection of Abandoned Objects in Unmanned 
Railroad Environments', referred to as Sacchi) 

Claim 1 

Walker teaches receiving an image from an image capture device. (Walker, 
C1 :53 through C2:4; 'receiving an image' of applicant is equivalent to View remote 
locations' of Walker.) 
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Walker and Regazzoni do not teach in which the image capture device generates 
an image of an area in which human activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent 
Sacchi teaches in which the image capture device generates an image of an area in 
which human activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent (Sacchi, abstract; 
'Human activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent' of applicant is equivalent to 
'unmanned railway environments' of Sacchi.) It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the combined 
teachings of Walker and Regazzoni by looking for humans as taught by Sacchi to have 
the image capture device generates an image of an area in which human activity is 
desired to be substantially nonexistent. 

For the purpose of filtering out only humans where humans should not be 
indicates an event/image needing closer inspection. 

Walker teaches determining information related to the area (Walker, C1:28-36; 
'Determining information' of applicant is equivalent to 'view customer behavior' of 
Walker); receiving a request for a first user to monitor(Walker, C5:48-67; 'Request for a 
first user to monitor' of applicant is equivalent to 'user first request to monitor' of 
Walker.); receiving a user identifier(Walker, C5:48-67;'User identifier' of applicant is 
equivalent to 'record of the user' of Walker.); verifying that the user identifier 
corresponds to the first user(Walker, C5:48-67; Verifying' of applicant is equivalent to 
'log on the central server.); providing the first user with the image. (Walker, C1:53 
through C2:4; 'providing an image' of applicant is equivalent to 'view remote locations' 
of Walker.) 
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Walker does not teach receiving a response to the image by the first user, in 
which the response comprises an indication that a human is present in the image. 

Regazzoni teaches receiving a response to the image by the first user, in which 
the response comprises an indication that a human is present in the image. 
(Regazzoni, p1361, C1: 15-43; 'Human is present' of applicant is equivalent to 'people 
detection in highways' of Regazzoni.) It would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the teachings of 
Walker by looking for humans as taught by Regazzoni to receiving a response to the 
image by the first user, in which the response comprises an indication that a human is 
present in the image. 

For the purpose of filtering out only humans where humans should not be 
indicates an event/image needing closer inspection. 

Walker teaches providing additional users with the image (Walker, C3:46-59 and 
C4:35-57; 'Additional users' of applicant is equivalent to 'user devices 300a-c' of 
Walker); receiving responses to the image by the additional users (Walker, C4:35-57; 
'Responses' of applicant is equivalent to 'responses' of Walker.); evaluating the 
received responses (Walker, C9:61 through C10:16; 'Evaluating the responses' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'evaluates the responses' of Walker); determining, based on 
the information related to the area, an entity to notify(Walker, C8:38-62; 'Entity to notify' 
of applicant is equivalent to 'the authorities' of Walker.); and notifying the entity. 
(Walker, C8:38-62; Since the user does not know they could be one of many monitors 
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and are under the impression they are the only one, this bypasses the 'bypasser 
inaction' syndrome.) 

Claim 2 

Walker teaches receiving a unique identifier from the image capture 
device(Walker, C3:46-59; 'User devices 300a-c' are connected to a web-based service. 
Therefore each user device has to have its own unique IP address. Therefore, 'unique 
identifier' of applicant is equivalent to each unique IP address of user's devices.); 
accessing a record in a database using the unique identifier(Walker, C4:7-20; 
Accessing a record' of applicant is equivalent to accessing the server by using the IP 
address of the server.); and determining, from the record, contact information for the 
area. (Walker, C4:7-20; 'Determining from the record, contact information' of applicant 
is equivalent to 'registering' of Walker.) 

Claim 3 

Walker teaches transmitting the image to an internet protocol address which is 
based on the first user.(Walker, C2:5-17; Images stored on a server which are part of a 
web based system have a IP address.) 



Claim 4 



Application/Control Number: 10/787,283 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2129 

Walker teaches posting the image on a Web site. .(Walker, C2:5-17; Walker 
discloses a web based system, thus images stored in a server are 'posted' on a web 
site.) 

Claim 5 

Walker teaches receiving a request for a first user to monitor (Walker, C5:48-67; 
'Request for a first user to monitor' of applicant is equivalent to 'user first request to 
monitor' of Walker.); verifying the first user. (Walker, C5:48-67; Verifying' of applicant is 
equivalent to log on the central server.) 

Walker and Regazzoni do not teach providing the first user with an image of an 
area in which human activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent. 

Sacchi teaches providing the first user with an image of an area in which human 
activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent. (Sacchi, abstract; 'Human activity is 
desired to be substantially nonexistent' of applicant is equivalent to 'unmanned railway 
environments' of Sacchi.) It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the combined teachings of Walker 
and Regazzoni by looking for human activity as taught by Sacchi to providing the first 
user with an image of an area in which human activity is desired to be substantially 
nonexistent. 

For the purpose of filtering out only humans where humans should not be 
indicates an event/image needing closer inspection. 
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Walker teaches receiving a response to the image by the first user(Walker, 
C4:35-57; 'Responses' of applicant is equivalent to 'responses' of Walker.); and 
evaluating the received response. (Walker, C9:61 through C10:16; 'Evaluating the 
responses' of applicant is equivalent to 'evaluates the responses' of Walker.) 

Claim 6 

Walker teaches receiving an identifier(Walker, C5:48-67;'User identifier' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'record of the user' of Walker.); and determining that the 
identifier identifies a prior registration. (Walker, C4:7-20; 'Identifier identifies a prior 
registration' of applicant is equivalent to 'after registering, users can simply present their 
user identifier to the central server.) 

Claim 7 

Walker teaches determining an attentiveness of the first user. (Walker, abstract; 
'determining an attentiveness' of applicant is equivalent to 'measuring user 
attentiveness' of Walker.) 

Claim 8 

Walker teaches requesting that the first user respond to a false positive. (Walker, 
C4:35-57; Responding to a false positive of applicant is equivalent to 'test the guards 
attentiveness' of Walker.) 
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Claim 9 

Walker teaches providing the first user with a false positive image(Walker, 
C4:35-57; Providing false positive image of applicant is equivalent to 'transmitting test 
communication' of Walker.); receiving a response to the false positive image by the first 
user. (Walker, C4:35-57; 'Receiving a response' of applicant is equivalent to 'responds 
to test communication' of Walker.) 

Claim 10 

Walker does not teach determining whether the response to the false positive 
image indicates that a human is present in the image. 

Regazzoni teaches determining whether the response to the false positive image 
indicates that a human is present in the image. (Regazzoni, p1361, C1: 15-43; 'Human 
is present' of applicant is equivalent to 'people detection in highways' of Regazzoni.) It 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Walker by testing the user with human 
images where humans should not be as taught by Regazzoni to determining whether 
the response to the false positive image indicates that a human is present in the image. 

For the purpose of testing the user which determines the user's rating. 

Claim 11 

Walker teaches determining a reaction time of the first user. (Walker, C6:39-56; 
'Reaction time' of applicant is equivalent to 'response time' of Walker.) 
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Claim 12 

Walker teaches selecting the first user from a plurality of users. (Walker, C5:48- 
67; 'Selecting the first user' of applicant is equivalent to 'user first request' of Walker.) 

Claim 13 

Walker teaches selecting the first user from the plurality of users based on the 
image. (Walker, C4:7-20; Selecting a user based on the image of applicant means 
selecting a user based on their rating of attentiveness on testing. This is disclosed in 
Walker by requiring a minimum user rating.) 

Claim 14 

Walker teaches providing at least one additional user with the image. (Walker, 
C4:35-57; 'One additional user' of applicant is equivalent to 'plurality of users' of 
Walker) 

Claim 15 

Walker teaches providing at least one additional user with the image is 
performed based on the response to the image. (Walker, C4:7-20, C4:35-57; Providing 
the additional user with an image of applicant is equivalent to 'monitored by a plurality of 
users' of Walker. 'Performance based' of applicant is equivalent to 'attentiveness' of 
Walker.) 
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Claim 16 

Walker teaches determining, based on the response to the image, a number 
(Walker, C4:35-57; 'A number' of applicant is equivalent to 'user's rating' of Walker.); 
selecting a plurality of additional user, in which the cardinality of the plurality is at least 
the number(Walker, C4:7-20; 'Additional users' with cardinality of applicant is equivalent 
to users with minimum rating of Walker.); and 1 providing the plurality of additional users 
with the image. (Walker, C4:35-57; Providing additional users with the image of 
applicant is equivalent to 'monitored by a plurality of users' of Walker.) 

Claim17 

Walker teaches determining a response time in receiving the response to the 
image. (Walker, C6:39-56; 'Determining a response time' of applicant is equivalent to 
testing for a 'response time' of Walker.) 

Claim 18 

Walker does not teach in which the response is one of: an indication that a 
human is present in the image, an indication that no human is present in the image, and 
an indication of uncertainty whether a human is present in the image. 

Regazzoni teaches in which the response is one of: an indication that a human is 
present in the image, an indication that no human is present in the image (Regazzoni, 
p1361, C1:15-43; Regazzoni discloses if a human is or is not present in highways.), and 
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an indication of uncertainty whether a human is present in the image. (Regazzoni, 
p1360, C1:16 through C2:25; 'Indication of uncertainty' of applicant is equivalent to 
'error rate of less than 1 %' of Regazzoni.) It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the teachings 
of Walker by having one of three possible outcomes regarding 'human' images as 
taught by Regazzoni to which the response is one of: an indication that a human is 
present in the image, an indication that no human is present in the image, and an 
indication of uncertainty whether a human is present in the image. 

For the purpose of knowing there is or is not a human present along with a 
threshold application for possible outcomes 

Claim 19 

Walker teaches determining, based on the received response, whether to notify 
an entity. (Walker, C1 1 :38-64; 'Whether to notify an entity' of applicant is equivalent to 
'determined whether the reported emergency is ligitimate' of Walker.) 

Claim 20 

Walker teaches initiating a telephone call to a predetermined telephone number. 
(Walker, C1 1 :38-64; Initiating a telephone call' of applicant is equivalent to 
'communicates to the user a phone number' of Walker.) 



Claim 21 
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Walker teaches adjusting a rating of the first user based on the received 
response. (Walker, C1 1:38-64; 'Adjusting a rating' of applicant is equivalent to lowers 
the rating in the user database' of Walker.) 

Claim 22 

Walker teaches compensating the first user. (Walker, C1 0:1 7-46; 
'Compensating 1 of applicant is equivalent to 'pay' of Walker.) 

Claim 23 

Walker teaches compensating the first user based on the received response. 
(Walker, C1 0:1 7-46; 'Compensating' of applicant is equivalent to 'pay' of Walker. 
'Received responses' of applicant is directly related to 'higher crime rates' of Walker.) 

Claim 26 

Walker teaches means for receiving images. (Walker, C1:53 through C2:4; 
'receiving an image' of applicant is equivalent to 'view remote locations' of Walker.) 
Walker does not teach an area in which human activity is desired to be substantially 
nonexistent. 

Regazzoni teaches an area in which human activity is desired to be substantially 
nonexistent.(Regazzoni, p1361, C1: 15-43; 'Human activity' of applicant is equivalent to 
'people detection in highways' of Regazzoni.) It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the combined 
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teachings of Walker by looking for human activity as taught by Regazzoni to have an 
area in which human activity is desired to be substantially nonexistent. 

For the purpose of filtering out only humans where humans should not be 
indicates an event/image needing closer inspection. 

Walker teaches means for distributing the images for at least partial analysis. 
(Walker, abstract; 'Means for distributing the images' of applicant is accomplished by 
the 'server' of Walker.) 

Walker and Regazzoni do not teach means for calculating an analysis of the 
images. 

Sacchi teaches means for calculating an analysis of the images. (Sacchi, 
abstract; 'Analysis of the image' of applicant is equivalent to 'image processing system' 
of Sacchi.) It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of applicant's invention to modify the combined teachings of Walker and Regazzoni 
by using an algorithm for image analysis as taught by Sacchi to have means for 
calculating an analysis of the images. 

For the purpose of using a method for finding items within an image that might 
need further review. 

Walker teaches means for warning an entity based on the analysis. (Walker, 
C8:38-62; 'Entity to notify' of applicant is equivalent to 'the authorities' of Walker. Since 
the user does not know they could be one of many monitors and are under the 
impression they are the only one, this bypasses the 'bypasser inaction' syndrome.) 
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Conclusion 

4. The prior art of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the 
applicant's disclosure. 

-U. S. Patent 6476858: Ramirez Diaz 

-U. S. Patent 6271 752: Vaios 

-U. S. Patent 6166729: Acosta 

-U. S. Patent 5909548: Klein 

-U. S. Patent 5857190: Brown 

-U. S. Patent 5794210: Goldhaber 

-U. S. Patent 5786746: Lombardo 

-U. S. Patent 57591 01 : Von Kohorn 

-U. S. Patent 5412708: Katz 

-U. S. Patent 5034807: Von Kohorn 

-U. S. Patent 4622538: Whynacht 

-U. S. Patent 451 1 886: Rodriquez 
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5. Claims 1 -26 are rejected. 

Correspondence Information 

6. Any inquiry concerning this information or related to the subject disclosure should 
be directed to the Examiner Peter Coughlan, whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
5990. The Examiner can be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:15 a.m. to 3:45 
p.m. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor David Vincent can be reached at (571 ) 272-3687. Any response to this 
office action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, 

Washington, D. C. 20231; 
Hand delivered to: 

Receptionist, 

Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 
401 Dulany Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313, 

(located on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building); 
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Art Unit: 2129 
or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry.) 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any questions 
on access to Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll free). 





Peter Coughlan 



12/08/2006 



